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Abstract 
 
Sex offenders taking part in treatment programs in 10 probations areas of England 
were asked to undertake polygraph testing on a voluntary basis.  Over a two year 
period 347 offenders attended for testing (43% of those eligible).  Outcome was 
compared with offenders from four probation areas where polygraphy was not 
introduced.  Case managers of polygraphed offenders reported new disclosures 
relevant to supervision being made in 70% of first tests, compared with 14% of case 
managers of non-polygraphed who reported new disclosures in the preceding months 
(OR = 14.4 to 1, C.I. 8.5 – 24.5).  Of the disclosures made during polygraph testing, 
27% were rated as being of ‘medium’ severity and 10% ‘high’.  Polygraph and non-
polygraph case managers reported making revisions in risk assessment with similar 
frequency, but non-polygraph case managers were much more likely to consider risk 
to have reduced while changes in risk assessment made by polygraph case managers 
were usually upwards (OR = 5.0, C.I. 1.7 – 14.6).  Case managers of polygraph 
offenders reported more treatment changes than case managers of the comparison 
group (OR = 3.1, CI 1.6 – 6.0), which were attributable to the polygraph test.  Case 
managers rated polygraphy as ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ helpful after 93% of tests for 
which we had information.     
 
key words: polygraph, post conviction sex offender testing, PCSOT 
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Polygraphy is used widely in the treatment and supervision of sex offenders in the 
United States, and it is beginning to be introduced elsewhere in the world.  In many 
states polygraphy is now included routinely as a condition of a sex offender’s 
probation or parole, or as a required component of a sex offender treatment program; 
in one state, Colorado, polygraph testing of sex offenders is mandatory, comprising a 
fundamental element in what is referred to as a “Containment Approach” involving 
case managers, treatment providers and polygraph examiners (English et al., 2000).  
In England a trial of mandatory testing of sex offenders commenced in April 2009. 
 
Post conviction sex offender testing (PCSOT) has strong supporters who argue that it 
results in more reliable sexual histories (especially in respect to the onset and extent 
of deviant sexual activity), fuller offense accounts with decreased denial, and 
increased reporting of high risk behaviors, resulting in better targeted interventions 
and behavioral change (Grubin et al, 2004; Heil, Ahlmeyer & Simons, 2003; 
Hindman & Peters, 2001; Grubin, 2008).  It is, however, not without its critics, who 
frequently refer to its limited evidence base (Ben-Shakhar, 2008; Branaman & 
Gallagher, 2005; Cross & Saxe, 2001); a lack of control trials in particular makes it 
difficult to tease out the effects of polygraph testing from other possible confounders 
such as the effect of treatment. 
 
McGrath, et al (2007) reported on one of the few comparative trials in the literature.  
In a well designed evaluation, they compared 104 sex offenders taking part in 
treatment programs that included PCSOT with 104 matched offenders in programs 
where polygraphy was not used.  At five year follow-up they found no difference in 
sex offense recidivism rates, but they did find a significantly lower rate of 
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reconviction for non-sexual violent offenses.  While the study itself was sound, 
however, the way in which PCSOT was delivered was not, with offenders undergoing 
polygraph examinations on average just once every 22 months compared with the 
recommendation of the American Polygraph Association that offenders are tested at 
intervals of 6 months (American Polygraph Association, 2009), dissipating the 
likelihood of it having an impact on behavior.  Even so, the observed significant 
reduction in violent offending is notable.   
 
In England, following on from a small Home Office sponsored trial in which 
volunteer sex offenders on treatment programs undertook polygraph examinations 
(Grubin et al, 2004), a larger pilot was commissioned by the National Probation 
Service.  Sex offenders in 10 probation areas were offered polygraphy testing on a 
voluntary basis, and compared with sex offenders in 4 probation areas where 
polygraphy was not introduced.  The aim was both to determine the practicality of 
using polygraphy in probation settings in England, and to provide a basis for assessing 
whether polygraphy can contribute significantly to the treatment and supervision of 
sex offenders.  This paper reports on the result of this larger trial of PCSOT. 
 
Method 
 
Participants 
 
Polygraph offenders 
All sex offenders either taking part or waiting to take part in treatment programs in 10 
English probation areas were eligible for inclusion in the pilot.  The 10 areas were 
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chosen by the probation service to provide a mix of urban, semi-urban, semi-rural and 
rural settings.  A small number of sex offenders (less than 10) in these areas who were 
not scheduled for formal treatment were also accepted onto the trial if requested by 
their supervising probation officer in order to assist in overcoming denial, gain a fuller 
sexual history, or as an adjunct to supervision. 
 
Participation by offenders was voluntary.  Polygraphy was explained to them by their 
probation officers, and they were provided with an information sheet about the 
procedure.  If the offender agreed to be tested his signed consent was obtained.  
Offenders could withdraw from testing at any time, even during the course of the 
polygraph examination itself.  Retests were offered between three and six months 
following the initial test, or sooner if there were outstanding issues of concern.  
Again, participation in the retests was voluntary.  Probation officers were advised not 
to draw any conclusions from an offender’s refusal to agree to testing, or his 
subsequent withdrawal from it.  
 
Between September 2003 until September 2005, 347 offenders attended for polygraph 
examinations, of whom 342 were tested (the other 5 withdrew their consent in the 
course of the pre-examination interview before being attached to the polygraph. 
 
It was not possible to obtain complete figures regarding the total number of offenders 
who were approached to take part in polygraph testing, particularly from two of the 
ten areas.  Thus, while the number of men who were tested is known, the number who 
refused testing has to be approximated.  Based on figures obtained from the area, the 
overall take up rate is estimated to be in the region of 43%.  
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Apart from one woman who was on a Community Rehabilitation Order for indecent 
assault, all offenders were men. 
 
Non-polygraph offenders 
For comparison purposes, probation officers in 4 probation areas where polygraphy 
was not introduced were approached between June and September 2004 for 
information regarding sex offenders whom they were supervising and who were either 
waiting to start, or were on, a sex offender treatment program.  These areas were 
selected to provide a roughly similar range of urban to rural settings compared with 
the test areas.  Outcome data was sought for 308 cases, representing nearly all of the 
relevant sex offenders in these 4 areas.  Information was obtained in respect of 180 of 
these men (58%). 
 
Data collection 
 
Background information was collected on all offenders from probation files.  Because 
files were often incomplete and sometimes missing, there was a relatively large 
amount of missing data for some offenders, particularly from the comparison areas, 
but there was nothing to suggest that this missing data was the result of anything other 
than oversights in data entry, or records being misfiled or in use elsewhere.  Missing 
data has therefore been treated as ‘missing at random’. 
 
Outcome measures 
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Polygraph offenders 
Forms were sent to the probation officer responsible for the supervision of the 
offender (referred to as case managers), and to probation officers who delivered 
treatment (treatment facilitators).  These forms asked about information regarding 
new disclosures made by the offender, the impact of the polygraph examination on 
risk assessment, treatment and supervision, and its effect on the probation officer’s 
dealings with the offender generally.  Attempts were made to follow-up probation 
officers who did not return these forms, which meant that some were completed many 
months after the test was carried out.   
 
Case managers provided feedback forms in relation to the first tests of 183 offenders 
(53%).  Polygraph offenders for whom outcome forms were completed did not differ 
significantly from those for whom we did not have outcome forms in terms of age, 
ethnicity, risk level or offence type. 
 
Non-polygraph offenders  
Outcome forms similar to those for polygraph offenders were sent to the case 
managers of offenders in the comparison areas.  These asked about new disclosures 
made by offenders during the preceding months, and about any changes in risk 
assessment, supervision or treatment that had taken place in this period.   
 
Demographic comparison of polygraph and non-polygraph offenders 
There were no significant differences between the polygraph and the comparison non-
polygraph offenders in terms of age, legal status (i.e., probation or parole), static risk 
(as measured by Risk Matrix 2000), or those who offended against children, but 
 8
differences did emerge in relation to ethnicity, and previous convictions for sex 
offences; in addition, although a similar proportion in each group had offended 
against children, there were fewer internet offenders in the comparison group.  There 
were no significant differences in terms of any of these variables between the 
polygraph offenders for whom follow-up information from case managers was 
available and in those for whom it was not (Table 1). 
 
Table 1 here 
 
The polygraph examination 
 
During the course of the pilot 6 examiners were responsible for polygraph testing.  All 
polygraph examinations consisted of a pre-test interview, the examination itself, and a 
post-test interview.  The comparison question format was used.  Depending on the 
examinee and the nature of the test, the whole procedure typically took about two 
hours. 
 
Tests were of four types (percentages relate to first tests only): 
 
• Sex history disclosure (53% of tests), designed to explore an offender’s sexual 
background, in particular his history of sexually deviant behavior.   
• Maintenance (31% of tests), which asks about behaviors associated with an 
offender’s license conditions or relapse prevention plan; 1% of these tests 
focused on a single issue about which there was concern, and are referred to as 
‘monitoring’ tests..  
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• Specific issue-offence (16% of tests), which is concerned with circumstances 
associated with the index offence.   
 
Examiners were not permitted to ask offenders specifically about previous unknown 
offences or reoffending (as opposed to risk factors associated with reoffending).   This 
was partly because of concern regarding the legality of this, and partly because it was 
believed that offenders might not agree to be tested if questions about past offenses or 
current reoffending were included in the exam.   
 
Results 
 
Examination outcome 
 
Test outcome for each of the different examination types is shown in Table 2.   
 
Table 2 here 
 
In the first year of the program, 32% of test outcomes were reported as ‘inconclusive’.  
This appears to have been caused by examiner technique, which was addressed in 
training: in year two the inconclusive rate fell to 15%.  
 
There were no significant differences in outcome between different test types, apart 
from a greater number of pre-test admissions in specific issue–offence examinations 
making testing while attached to the polygraph redundant (χ2 = 47.29, p < .001).  
These pre-test admissions were a particular feature in respect of offenders who had 
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been convicted of internet related crimes, occurring in 6 of 17 such men, with 
disclosures frequently describing a sexual interest in children dating back many years 
that had been denied in both treatment and supervision.   
 
Disclosures 
According to case managers, polygraph offenders were significantly more likely to 
make disclosures relevant to their treatment or supervision compared with the non-
polygraph group (Table 3); the odds of a polygraph offender making such a disclosure 
were over 14 times greater than for a non-polygraph offender.  Test type was not 
associated with case manager reports of new disclosures.  
 
Table 3 here 
 
The new disclosures reported by probation officers were rated in terms of their 
‘seriousness’ based on the following definitions: 
 
• low: passive behaviors, such as masturbating to deviant fantasies 
• medium: potential preludes to reoffending, such as going to places where there 
are potential victims 
• high: specific breaches or actual offending 
 
The degree of seriousness of disclosures was not significantly different between the 
two groups (Table 3).   
 
Risk assessment and intervention 
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Polygraph and non-polygraph case managers revised their risk assessments with 
similar frequency.  However, it can be seen in Figure 1 that the polygraph case 
managers more typically increased risk – 81% (29 of 36) where risk was re-evaluated 
were increases – while non-polygraph case managers more often reduced risk – 55% 
(17 of 31) of their changes in risk assessment were downward (χ2 = 7.60, df=1, p < 
.01; odds ratio 5.0, 95% C.I. 1.7 – 14.6). 
 
Case managers of polygraph offenders reported that the test resulted in treatment 
changes for 34 (19%) offenders, compared with 13 (7%) for the comparison group, 
who were simply asked whether there had been any treatment changes in treatment 
over the preceding months (p<.001  (df=1); OR = 3.1, CI = 1.6 – 6.0).  No differences 
were reported in terms of changes in supervision arrangements or the initiation of 
other interventions.   
 
Globally, polygraph case managers reported an increase in assessment of risk, a 
change in supervision, a change in treatment, or the initiation of another intervention 
in 73 cases (41%), compared with 49 (27%) of non-polygraph case managers (p<.01  
(df=1) OR = 1.9, CI = 1.2 – 2.9)   
 
As indicated above, the polygraph group contained within it a higher proportion of 
internet offenders.  Removing internet offenders from both polygraph and comparison 
groups had no material effect on outcome. 
 
Other effects 
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Case managers reported that in 46% of first tests (84 of 181) the results of the 
polygraph examination had additional ‘other effects’ in relation to their management 
of the offender (because this information related specifically to the outcome of a 
polygraph test, no similar question was asked of the non-polygraph case managers).  
These ‘other effects’ are difficult to quantify as they relate to qualitative aspects of the 
work done by probation officers with sex offenders, including such things as 
improved co-operation with supervision, increased engagement in treatment, 
confirmation of risk assessment, or obtaining information that is passed on to child 
protection agencies or multi-agency meetings.  Below are examples of specific 
comments made by probation officers in relation to these ‘other effects’: 
 
• changed his attitude as he feels he is more likely to be believed (this was 
following a ‘No Deception Indicated’ test) 
• the polygraph test . . . substantiated his explanation of the offence, which has 
informed the one-to-one work currently being completed  
• enabled challenges to be made to his ‘evangelical’ assertions of ‘total honesty’  
• he is taking treatment more seriously since participating 
• enabled police and hostel staff to monitor behavior more closely 
• [the test provided] ‘evidence’ to support clinical assessment of risk previously 
discounted by some agencies 
 
Global assessment 
 
 13 
After each test, case managers were asked: about how helpful or otherwise that 
specific polygraph test had on their dealings with the offender.  Responses were 
received from case managers in relation to 199 tests.  The tests were rated as being 
Somewhat or Very Helpful in over 90% of cases (Table 4).  
 
Table 4 here 
 
 
Discussion 
 
This study took place in the context of a trial to determine whether polygraph testing 
of sex offenders was viable in a UK setting.  The initial priority, therefore, was on 
implementation.  Because of this, the results reported here are to a degree 
opportunistic.  Much better would have been to match test and comparison offenders, 
and also to know more about offenders who refused to be tested, but this was not 
possible in the circumstances; the groups may have differed on important variables 
that were not measured or controlled for, such as their motivation not to reoffend, 
their progress in treatment, or a range of personality characteristics.  Thus, while our 
findings need to be viewed as indicative rather than definitive, their consistency with 
the findings of American studies provides some confidence in their validity. 
 
The data from this study are supportive of the potential value of polygraph testing 
within sex offender treatment programs run by probation services.  They suggest that 
polygraphy is associated with marked increases in the quantity, and an enhancement 
in the quality, of new disclosures made by offenders.  The odds were 14 times greater 
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that a polygraphed offender would make disclosures relevant to their treatment or 
supervision as opposed to a non-polygraphed one; these disclosures, together with test 
outcome, resulted in changes in management, indicative of a meaningful clinical 
impact.  These disclosures are reported by probation officers to lead directly to 
changes in their risk assessment and supervision, and to the identification of new 
treatment targets, which occurred about 3 times more frequently than was the case in 
the non-polygraph offenders.  In addition, case managers reported a number of 
qualitative ‘other effects’, for example related to confirmation of their risk 
assessments and the improved co-operation of offenders.  Overall, testing was rated as 
somewhat or very helpful in over 90% of cases. 
 
Seriousness of disclosures and changes in risk assessment 
 
New disclosures relevant to treatment and supervision were reported by probation 
officers in relation to 70% of polygraph tests.  Although the majority of these 
disclosures were of ‘low’ seriousness, over a quarter of the disclosures made were 
rated by probation officers as being ‘medium’ in their level of severity (representing 
behaviors considered to be preludes to reoffending), and about 10% as ‘high’ (specific 
breaches or actual offending).  In maintenance and monitoring tests, which are 
concerned with current behaviors, 25% of tests were associated with disclosures rated 
by case managers as being of medium severity, and 7% as high, indicative of current 
problematic activity and an increase in the risk of reoffending.  These disclosures 
were made even given the terms of the pilot which prevented examiners from 
questioning offenders specifically about new offences.   
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The quantity and the degree of seriousness of the disclosures made by polygraphed 
offenders may account for the finding that when probation officers of polygraphed 
offenders reassessed risk they typically judged it to have increased, but case managers 
of non-polygraph offenders more typically modified their risk assessments 
downwards; the odds ratio of nearly 3 to 1 is indicative of an important clinical effect.  
Sometimes, although not always, this resulted in changes in supervision or treatment, 
but the study did not allow for a closer examination of further management.  It is of 
course not possible to determine from the information available whether the 
polygraph case managers were over-reacting to information that emerged from the 
polygraph examinations, or whether non-polygraph case managers were making their 
risk assessments and subsequent management decisions based on an incomplete 
knowledge base.   
 
Regarding the disclosures themselves, we had no accounts of any offender denying 
what he is reported to have said in a polygraph examination, although probation 
officers were not asked about this directly; if it did occur videotape recording of the 
examination could have been checked.  However, the ‘corroboration’ of polygraph 
disclosures was in most cases neither feasible nor an immediate issue – for example, 
reports regarding previous sexual history, ongoing fantasies, or index offence related 
issues do not lend themselves to verification in the normal sense, except by an 
offender repeating in treatment or supervision what he said in the polygraph 
examination.  While we did not routinely receive information regarding follow-up, 
and so firm conclusions cannot be reached, in those cases where we did receive it the 
offender’s disclosure was confirmed in every instance.  The following case is an 
example of this: 
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An offender disclosed in his polygraph examination a continuing sexual 
relationship with his previous 15 year old victim, but when his case manager 
passed the information on to the police he claimed to have fabricated his 
account because of the ‘pressure’ of the examination.  When the girl was 
located and questioned by the police, she both confirmed and expanded on his 
admissions of sexual activity between them.   
 
Is the polygraph the cause of the disclosures? 
 
Some might question whether it was polygraph testing that was responsible for the 
substantial increase in disclosures made by offenders, and that simply engaging them 
in a similar interview might achieve the same results.  Although the current study 
cannot resolve this issue, the suggestion seems unlikely for a number of reasons.  
First, while offenders were in different stages of treatment when they received their 
first polygraph test, many had been involved in treatment programs for months 
without disclosing the information they did in the polygraph examination.  Second, it 
was found in the pilot that a third of disclosures were made in the post-test interview 
after the offender had been tested, with 20% occurring in tests where no pre-test 
disclosure had taken place at all, which would be difficult to explain if the test was 
related simply to a so-called ‘bogus pipeline to the truth’ effect where individuals who 
believe they are attached to a ‘lie detector’, even if they are not, are more honest in 
their disclosures (Quigley-Fernandez & Tedeschi, 1978). 
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Why does the polygraph appear to facilitate disclosure in sex offenders?  In addition 
to the ‘bogus pipeline’ influence referred to above, it may be that polygraph 
examination provides offenders with an ‘excuse’ to reveal information that they had 
previously denied or kept hidden, and which they would have found difficult to 
disclose in ordinary circumstances.  Another possibility is that an offender may view 
the polygraph as providing good evidence against him, in effect “catching him out”. 
 
For some offenders, there may have been a perceived need to explain ‘Deception 
Indicated’ outcomes, raising the possibility of false disclosures in these cases.  There 
was nothing to indicate that this was a major factor in the current pilot, but this was 
not something that could be tested.  Two studies which asked polygraphed sex 
offenders on anonymous questionnaire whether they had ever made up disclosures 
during a polygraph examination found that 5 to 10% admitted to doing so on at least 
one occasion (Grubin & Madsen, 2006; Kokish et al, 2005), suggesting that this is a 
real but probably not a major problem in sex offender testing.  Nonetheless, the 
possibility of false admissions does need to be taken into account if consequences are 
to be associated with disclosures made to polygraph examiners. 
 
Utility 
 
Feedback was obtained from case managers in respect of 199 tests, representing 57% 
of polygraph examinations that were carried out during the pilot.  In over 90% of 
these cases the probation officers reported that polygraphy was either somewhat or 
very helpful in their work with individual offenders.  Indeed, it was difficult to find 
any who were critical of the intervention, although a small number referred to 
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offenders being upset or distressed by the test (typically after having disclosed 
previously unknown information); in a future study it might be worth enquiring 
specifically about negative consequences such as this, although asking also about the 
‘stress’ associated with psychometric testing and with sex offender treatment 
generally.  It may be, of course, that it was only probation officers who were 
supportive of polygraphy who responded, but one might have expected at least some 
of those with a complaint to have made their views known. 
 
Limitations 
 
While the data and observations from the pilot are supportive of the value of 
polygraphy, three caveats in particular need to be noted in interpreting the findings 
reported here. 
 
First, as this was not a randomized controlled study, and it is possible that the 
polygraph volunteers differed in some important manner from the non-
polygraph offenders. While the comparison areas were representative of the 
areas in which testing was carried out, they are not a direct match for them.  
Similarly, offenders themselves were not matched.   
 
Second, data collection in relation to those who refused testing and offenders in 
the non-polygraph sample is incomplete, while feedback forms were not 
available from about half of the case managers of polygraphed offenders and 
40% of offenders from the comparison sites.  Both these factors again mean it is 
 19 
possible that the two groups may have differed in important ways which could 
have influenced the findings. 
 
Third, the relatively high rate of inconclusive test results in year one may have 
had an impact on outcome, in particularly reducing the potential for post-test 
disclosures. 
 
Finally, as the pilot involved only volunteers, it is not known whether 
polygraphy would result in similar numbers of disclosures by offenders who did 
not have a choice about whether or not to undergo testing.   
 
Conclusion 
 
In the context of voluntary testing, it was found that less than half of sex offenders 
agreed to participate.  Polygraphy is therefore not something with which all sex 
offenders will cooperate voluntarily, although at present one can only guess at the 
reasons underlying the reluctance of some to undergo testing.   
 
The findings from this study should be seen as indicative rather than definitive.  
Further research in the context of a randomised comparison study are needed to 
confirm the results reported here, and to explore their implications in more depth.   
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Table 1 
Comparison between offenders who agreed to take part in polygraph testing, those for 
whom case managers provided feedback, and the comparison group 
  
POLYGRAPH  
 
(n=347) 
 
POLYGRAPH 
WITH FEEDBACK 
(n = 183) 
 
COMPARISON 
 
(n=180) 
 
Sign. 
 
mean age  
 
(missing) 
 
43 (sd 13.7) 
range: 19-90 
 
43 (sd 14.1) 
range: 19-90 
 
42 (sd 13.3) 
range: 18-81 
(56) 
 
NS 
Legal status 
   Probation  
   Parole 
   (missing) 
 
210 (61%) 
137 (39%) 
(0) 
 
118 (64%) 
 65 (36%) 
(0) 
 
90 (62%) 
54 (37%) 
 (36) 
 
NS 
Ethnicity 
   white 
   black min. ethnic 
   (missing)    
 
331 (95%) 
16 ( 5%) 
(0) 
 
176 (96%) 
7 (4%) 
(0) 
 
 98 (88%) 
  14 (12%) 
(68) 
 
χ2 = 11.47 
(df = 2) 
p <. 01 
Offence 
  Against children 
  Internet 
  Other 
 
166 (48%) 
111 (32%) 
 70 (20%) 
 
 
90 (49%) 
67 (37%) 
26 (14%) 
 
89 (49%) 
 31 (17%) 
 60 (33%) 
 
 
χ2 = 29.28 
(df = 4) 
p <. 0001 
Past sex offence  
  Yes 
  No 
  (missing) 
 
130 (30%) 
213 (70%) 
(4) 
 
53 (29%) 
127 (71%) 
(3) 
 
   32 (22%) 
  111 (78%) 
(37) 
 
χ2 = 12.03 
(df = 2) 
p <.01 
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Risk Matrix 
   Low 
   Medium 
   High 
   Very High 
   (missing) 
 
127 (37%) 
117 (34%) 
71 (21%) 
28 ( 8%) 
(4) 
 
69 (38%) 
65 (36%) 
35 (19%) 
12 (7%) 
(2) 
 
42 (33%) 
54 (43%) 
25 (20%) 
 5 ( 4%) 
(54) 
   
 χ2 = 4.94 
(df = 6) 
p = .055 
 
Note: Chi square used to test for significant differences except for age, where a t test 
was used 
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Table 2 
Test outcome for first polygraph examinations 
 
Sex History Maintenance Index Offence        Total 
   
 
No decep. indicated   43 (23%)   20 (19%)    5 (  9%)      68 (20%) 
Deception indicated   88 (47%)   44 (43%)  29 (51%)    161 (46%) 
Inconclusive    37 (20%)   30 (29%)    6 (11%)      73 (21%) 
Pre-test admissions/  
  no test     0        1 ( 1%)  11 (19%)      12   (4%) 
Invalid – any reason  13 ( 7%)     4 ( 4%)    5 ( 9%)      22   (6%) 
Exam terminated before 
  complete     6 ( 3%)     4 ( 4%)    1 ( 2%)      11   (3%) 
 
Total     187 (54%)    103 (30%)   57  (16%)     347 
 
 25 
 
 
Table 3 
Clinically relevant new disclosures, and their seriousness (see text for definition) 
reported by case managers of polygraphed offenders after their first tests, and by case 
managers of non-polygraphed offenders 
 
 Case 
Mangers 
Polygraph 
Case Managers 
Non-polygraph 
Significance 
 
New Disclosure 
 
   Yes 
   No 
 
Total 
 
 
128 (70%) 
 55 (30%) 
 
183 
 
 
 25 (14%) 
155 (86%) 
 
180 
 
χ2 = 114.65 (df=1) 
p < .0001 
 
odds ratio = 14.4 
(C.I. 8.5 – 24.5 
Seriousness of disclosure 
 
   Low 
   Medium 
   High 
 
 
 
80 (63%) 
 35 (27%) 
 13 (10%) 
 
 
15 (60%) 
5 (20%) 
5 (20%) 
 
 
 
NS 
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Table 4 
Global rating of probation officers of the usefulness of polygraph tests in their 
interactions with offenders (3 missing cases) 
 
     Case managers 
Very detrimental 0 
Somewhat detrimental   4 ( 2%) 
No effect  9 ( 5%) 
Somewhat helpful  65 (36%) 
Very helpful 102 (57%) 
Total 180 
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Figure 1 
Percentage of cases for which there was a change in risk assessment; proportion of 
changes resulting in an increase in assessed risk 
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Note: 177 polygraph offender case managers and 180 non-polygraph case managers 
 
 
 
